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Differences between background characteristics and 
attitudesvof parti«cipant*s and nonpar tici pants in caipus^ 
X.de«on St rations were studied. ^ An anonyaous questionnaire was ; 
adainistered to 5,671 Oniversity of Maryland, College Park, 
undergraduates during fall registration, 1970. Besuli^s show that 50 
^ percent of the sanple had participate in sone caMpus deaonstration 
^ during « the past year aoid. 50 percent had not. Conpared to ^ ^ 
nonparticipants, participants tended to be upperdKassaen, regard 
theaselvekas liberal or radical, and'coae froa faailies with aore 
ino^e. Part^icipants were also likely to feel that O.S« fo.x^i^n . 
pol4.cy, doaestic crisis, and campus coaaunications caused caapus 
disturbance rather than radicals or outside agitators*. Ba|xici pants 
also ^tended to be a'ore against defense spending, selectilKP^serTice, 
and t^e^^i^^^ • Participants tended to feel that *he Hationa^^ 

Guard intensified the violence on caapus, that the President should 
not be supported in all circuastances, and that the university should 
disclose more about research and should not aaintain non*acadeaic 
student records. The iaplications of the results are discussed.' . ^ 
Questionnaire results and statistical data are appended. \ 
(Author/SW). " - ^ ' ' 
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IN CAMPUS DEMONSTRATIONS AT THE UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND 
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^ Surrtmary ^ * 

Differences between backgroun^^^aracteri st ics and attitudes of partici- 
pants and nonpart ic ipants ' in campus demons trat*ions were studied. An anonymous 

* : 

quest iona^i re was administered to 5»67l University of Harylapd, College Park 
undergraduates during fall registration, 1970. Results showed^that 50% of the 
sampKe' had participated in' some campus demonstration during the past year and 
50% had not. Compared to nonpartici pants, participants tended to be upperclass- 
men/ regard themselves as liberal or radical, and come from families with more/ 
income. Participants were also likely to feel^ that U.S. foreign policy, domestic 
crisis and tampbs communications cdCi^ed the campus disturbances rather than 

. ■ : ' ■ ■ ■ ( • 

'radicals or outside ag^tat6rs. \ . 

PartTcipants al^so tended to be more' against defense spending, selective 
service* and the war^in 'VI etnam. Participator's also tended to feel that '^e 

'Natioi>a1 Guar^ intensified the violence on Qampus, that the President should 

I. - . r ■ . . * 

hot be supported In all c i rcgmstdnces» and that the University should disclose 

' ^ ;^ ' ' " ^ ^ ^ 

mor^ about . research and Sihou'^<i^'<K>t inai^^^in ^f^^ stiKlent recortJs . The^ 



impHcat ions "of the results a^e .di scu'ssed. 



The attention of the behavioral science^ has, of late, been turned in the 
direction of t^e social and political phenocnenon takmg place oh pur college 
campuses ji. The heightened social awareness and political ^tivism appears to. 

m 

havejXMB as a surprise to many (Sampson, 1970). The result h^s been literally 



hundrjfjP^ of definitive studies seeking to ansmf^ questions about who, why, and 

how such a movement began. In time a certainiilbri ty has come to the problem. 

For instance, a definite difference is, now recognized between the "activist" 

and the "alienated" college student (Keni^ton, I967). f/hile the first attempts 

to change the conditions with which he is dissati'sf ied, th^ second merely "drops 

out." It is the former, the activist, who is becoming vocal on our cam^^uses 

today (Keniston, 1967; Astin, 1968^ Bayer and Astin, 1969; vifatts^ et aK, I969; 

Sampson, 1970; Bay,- 1970). \ . 

Certain findings about the activist student have also been fairly consen- 

sual • They seem generally to come from families in* the upper-middle income. 

bracket (Westby and Braungart, . 1966; Flacks, 1967a; Astin, 1968>; their parents 

are well-educated (Flacks, 1967a,- 19^?^; Watts and Whi t taker, 1 966; Astin, I968) 

and they themselves seem some^^bat more intelligent than .the average for college 

students (Bay, 1 97P; Kerpelman, 1969r Gales,, I966; Westt^y and Epstein^, I969). 

^ Equally as widespread i« the finding that student actiyrsts tend to comi from 

liberal, democratic-type authority atmospheres in the home (Flacks, 1^7a, 1967b; 

Keniston, 1968). This, then, is the 'type of person who engages in and motivates 

social/political activities on our nation^s campuses. 

Keniston (1967) has;^' stated that protest is a functix>n of four basic factors: 

(1) Individuals suitably predisposed by personal background, values, 
and motivations. 
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(2) certain environmental settings; 

(3) a positive attitude concerning the ultimate effectiveness of 
' • protest; and , 

(k) a historica^ or precipitating situation. 

/ Given these factors, why is it that some are activist and take part in protest 

while others will not in the same instances? Are there some basic differences 
that make these two distinct groups? Are their attitudes on controversial 
social/political issues actually different? 

This present rstudy is the fTrst step in an attempt to answer these 
questions. Its purpose is to study two groups of students, defined by whether 
or not they -t6ok pare, in a campus demonstration during th^ 1 969-70 academic 
year, as a funct ion bf^'a number of questions about their attitudes toward the 
events at the Universjty of Maryland during May of 1970, Quring May of 1970, 
the College Park campus of the University of Maryl and' wals hit by a series of 
disturbances which ranged ^rom peaceful mass gatherings to violent confronta-^ 
tions with the ||plice and the National Guard. It is predicted that those who- 
admit to taking part in active demonstrations will also tend to be less sat- 
fsf i"ed wf.th present -ijoltcy, either campus or national. If this is true. It 

r 

points to the hypothesis that the more strongly one feels on a certain issue, 
the more likely one is to take physical action. 

. Procedure ' ^ 

An anonymous quest ionnai re was administered to 5671 students during one 
day of fall registration, 1970 at^the University of Maryland. The sample drawn 
should have been representative of all students registering. New freshmem not 
previously in attendance at the Univers i ty were excluded from the sample. 
* - The* quest ionnai re Qontained 2k it^s, 20 6f which were on a five point 

• Likert scale ranging from, ''strongly agree" to ''strongly disagree."' (See 

o - J - . • ■ ■ 
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T^ble 1). Those responding ••other*' to each item^were dropped from analysis 
of that Itctn. Subjects were grouped on the basis of their response to item 16 
which read: 

"It 

L^art icipated In some way in a campus (any campus) jdemonstrat ion 

last year. Yes No 

♦ • 

Differences between those responding Ves and Mo to item 16 were tested, 
using t for the Likert items and for the threi* categorical items. , 

s Results and Discussion 
A total of 2830 (50%) answered Yes (Participants ) to question 16 and 
28^1 (50%) answered No (Non-participants).^ Tables I and 2 show that there 
were differences (.001 level) between participants and non-participants on 
all questionnaire Items. 

Since the samples employed were so large the reader is cautioned against 
ovcrinterpreting the size pf the differences. Compared to non-participants*, 
participants tended to be upperc lassmen (item 2), regard themselves as liberal 
or radical (it^ 1), and come from families with more income (item 3 - partici- 
pants median = $15,3^0; non-participants median = $13,^01); Participants were 
^also likely to feel that U^S. foreign ^pol icy (item 15a), domestic Crisis ?nd 
campus communications (15 b and <i) caused the campus disturbances rather than 
radicals or outside agFtatoVs (15 e and f). Participants also tended to be 
more against defense spending (items 8 S 9) , selective service (item 10) and 
the war in Vietnam (items 7 a ,b and c) . * Participants also tended tc feel ^ 
that the National -Guard intensified the violence on campus' (item. 11), and that 
the University should disclose more about research (items 12 and- 13) and should 
not maintain non-academic student records. 



Many readers may by now be saying "So what's new?*' The writers fee) 
that such research rt« several Important purposes. Fi rst It empirically 
verifies the 'e^^cpec tat Ions n?any of us have. We can begin to'talk about facts 
rather than conjecture. That we are able to so clearly differentiate two 
groups of students Is perhaps Interesting by Itself. .Second, we may find som? 
interesting^ results which were not so expected. For instance, the smallest 
difference found between participants and non-participants was that/racial 
tension was a cause of the campus disturbances* These data may. reflect the 
decreasing emphasis being placed on racism as a campus issue by white students 
(Collins and Sedlacek, 1971). Of course it may be that race had little to do 
with the ctopus fr\o^ of May, 1970. Another perhaps surprising finding was 
the number of students who reported participati\^ in a demonstration at an in- 
stitution generally thought of as nonactivist-. The myth of.only a handful of 
students being involved is surely considerably weakened. 

^ « 

Of course it is important to distinguisb between demonstrations and'rl||s. 
Whether American hi.ghjer education will ever experience another year I i k« 1969- 
70 is unknown but the record should show that the physical action taken by 
students was not the act of a few radicals but represented fuUy half of the 
campus of at least one-University. Based on these data solutions such as ex- 
pulsion of diss.enters become bizarre. 

Fruitful areas of future research fnclude the analysis-of the effects of 
demonstration and riots on participants and non-partKcipants. Evi dene oit row 
the Maryland campus indicates that demonstrations on clearly identified tqp^^s 
such as the war in Vietnam do tend to polarize participant^ and non*partici- 
pants (Schmidt and Sedlacek, 1970), .That is each group tends to be more sure 



of the desirabiMty of particlpVtion or not and is also more sure of thefr 
position on the war and related issues after the, defnonstrat ion. 

At the very least studies such as the current one should cause us all 
to pause and realize that we must have information and think clearly so that 
should another 1969-70 come upon us we can reach more optimal solutions thin 
we have In the past. ^ * 
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^ , . ' , Table- 1. Continued . 



Means, Standard O.eviations*and t-values,on'Likert itenis for Particlpan*^^ 

, ■ , ' ■ ^ ' ■ '^ ''^i 



■ V' ' • ,. y . ,tertic'ipants Non-Participants 

• -H^ftem Number , -i « ' •. 



'Hean* S.D. ' ' N . Mean* S.D. t-values li?* 



I'l^ The.llnlversity administration has neither ■ 

' the right nor the responsibility to , , 

accumulate non-academic reco;ds on' . >, " . /' . ' , . 

students.. V ^ *: ,.' 2780. 1.97 " I.Jl ■ ' 27/6 2i8^ 1.22 -22.55 

15. The disturbances at Maryland last spririgf , % • ■ .' ' 

■^were caused by: ' . >* ' ' 

, , a.'Foreign policy irt S.E. Asia ^ 2787 ' 'fiSO 0.85 ^ 2717 * 2.43 1.02 .'-2'f.95^ 

b. Domestic and ecpnodiic crisis */ .2778 2.'f2, 1.06 . . 2705 ,* ■2.92 . 1.01 -17.70 

c. Racial tension v. 2768' .3^'i6 ,1.13 ' 2708' 3.28 1.02 -03.95 

d. Student frustf«ation with adminlstra- r '} 

tive communication .2785 'I.80 0,90 , ' 2715 2.39 • 0.99 , -23.3'f 

e. Radicals .'-276^ ' 2.60 1.13' 2715 2.16 . .1.02 -lif.Sl 

f. Ou^ide agitators^ 2733 '••2.98 1.37 . , 2681 2.3# " 1.0? 18.13 
■•, g. Spring fever ■ ' • 271? il\ l.^^f .. , 2685 3.09 1.2if ^ J6.I2 



* Scale, ranges from. 1= Strongly agree to 5=Strongly disagree 
** a- two tailed t of.3. 29 is significant at .001 ' ' / 



Table 2. 



Frequencies and Percent^R^ponses to CategpricaT 1 terns* for Part idii^hts 
*V ; artd Non-Participants ^ 




I tein> 



Particf^ahts 
Frequency Percent^ 



generally consider myself a: 
Reactionary * 
Conservative 
Moder^e 

l^iberaf ^ ' 

Radical * 

Other ' , * * 

Tota,l 



58 


.2.04 . 




4.59 


755^ 


' 26.67 , 


1450 


51. 23 


251 


8.86 • 


.186 • 


6.&7 


2830 


100.06 


is: 




112 


-3. 95? ■ 


943 


33. 3Z 


104.9 


37.0^, 


675 ' 


23.85 V 


.51 


^1.80^ 


2830 


. 99.96 ,. 
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1 .02 >> -i '" > 
22.80 ' *: ■ 
. l^pli:^ - .. 1*5,79* '^ 

..■:/.69rv .■ 24.32. ■'i- 

r: I4i8 . 5.20 - -V'.^'^ 

.284:1 



99 ..97 



2. My classification at 
"Freshman - ' 
Sophomore 



Junior 



Senior 
bther 
Total 



the University 



t. 



249 V 
855 

-596 
58 



8.76 
30.09 
38.08 

,20:97 
2.04 ' 
99.94 



3. My family inciaitie (estimate of your -family' 



is: 



$4,000 or'less 


■83 -■/ 


2.93 


■ 87 


$4,001 to 6,000 


96 / 


3.39 


127. 


$6,001 to 8,000 • 


225 / 


7.95 


268 


$8,001 to 10,000 ' - 


■ 347/ . 


12.26 


433 


$10,001 to 20,000 


ion 


35.79 


1108 


$20,001 to 30,000 


5^9 


19.04 


410 


Ov^r $30,000 


282 


9.96 


195 


Unknown 


/195 


6.89 


• 173 


Other * ■ / 


/ 50 
/ 2830 


1.76-- v 


40 


Total 


99.97 


2841 



3.06 
4.47- 
-9,43 
15.24 
.39.00 
14-. 43 

;6.86 

6. .08 : 

1.40 
99.97 



* X for items 1,2 and 3 significant beyond .001 (Participants vs Non-|£artici pants) 



** Percentages do no t;^ equal 100 due to rounding 
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